Emerging in the 1990s, the concept of new regionalism focuses on the building of area-wide metropolitan governance through networks of voluntary cooperation rather than through institutional consolidation ('old regionalism'
high and there is no distinct political authority responsible for the common needs of the population living there. As Linder (1994: 77) has put it, metropolitan areas are the 'lost dimension of Swiss federalism'. Hence, the area-wide scope in metropolitan policy making is achieved essentially through purpose-oriented intergovernmental agreements involving cities, their suburbs, as well as cantons, and sometimes even the Confederation.
The aim of this chapter is to assess the Swiss way of policy making in metropolitan areas with respect to core elements of democratic governance. My argument is developed in two main sections. The first section develops the conceptual framework used for this analysis. Drawing on the long-running theoretical debate about the organization of governance in metropolitan areas, I develop three hypotheses relating to how various types of regionalisms in metropolitan areas impact on central features of democratic governance, namely service satisfaction, government loyalty, as well as democratic legitimacy. In the second section, I test these hypotheses using case-study evidence as well as survey data from empirical research on the four metropolitan areas of Zurich, Lausanne, Lucerne and Lugano. In the conclusion, I discuss the significance of the results with respect to the general debate over the best ways to achieve metropolitan governance, and briefly comment on policy implications for Switzerland.
Regionalism, old and new
The organization of governance in metropolitan areas is one of the most debated topics of urban social science. Since the acceleration of urban sprawl in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, generations of urban economists, geographers, sociologists, public administration specialists and political scientists have racked their brains over the best way to achieve regional governance in institutionally fragmented metropolitan areas. This long-running debate has produced several intellectual traditions and schools of thought. 
Old regionalism and its critics
The older metropolitan reform tradition views the existence of a large number of independent jurisdictions within a metropolitan area as the basic problem. Scholars whose work reflects this tradition argue that the institutional fragmentation of functionally integrated areas hampers the efficiency of public services because it leads to diseconomies of scale, as well as democratic citizen participation on area-wide issues. In combination with a somewhat Weberian trust in the rationality and planning capacities of large public bureaucracies, institutional consolidation is advocated for metropolitan areas, either by amalgamating existing jurisdictions, or through the creation of two-tier metropolitan authorities to which competences on area-wide matters are transferred. Based on this line of reasoning, reforms towards institutional consolidation have been undertaken in many OECD countries.
